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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on 12 June 2007. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 12 June 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant argues that "concealing" of data referred to in Chrisop is not 
the same thing as the "destruction of stored image data by the image data destruction 
unit" claimed in the current application. The examiner respectfully disagrees. As stated 
on page 3, paragraph [0036], concealing encompasses erasing which is ciescribed on 
page 2, paragraph [0016] which lists several methods of erasing the memory to prevent 
access to the stored data memory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 1 recites the limitation "processing the image data" in line 7. It is unclear 
as to if the recited image data is the newly processed image data or the image data that 
is already stored. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. Claim 6 recites the limitation "processing the image data" in line 10. It is unclear 
as to if the recited image data is the newly processed image data or the image data that 
is already stored. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chrisop et al. (US 2001/0025343) in view of Yamada et al. (US 7,1 13,291). 

8. Regarding Claim 1 , Chrisop et al teach Regarding Claim 1 , Chrisop et al teach 
an image processing device comprising: an image data storage unit for temporarily 
storing an image data to be processed (Fig. 1, S1 10) (store image data to copier 
memory) (page 3, paragraph [0031]); an image data destruction unit for destructing the 
image data stored in said image data storage unit (Fig. 1, SI 35, automatically ovenwrite 
copier memory with bit mask) (page 3, paragraph [0031]); and an operation restricting 
unit for restricting storage of an image data to be newly processed and the operation for 
processing the image data when said image data destruction unit destructs the stored 
image data (physical destruction to prevent access to an entire optical memory) (page 
2, paragraph [0016]). 

Chrisop et al fail to teach an image processing device comprising: an operation 
unit with a display for determining various settings. 

Yamada etal teaches an image processing device comprising: an operation unit 
with a display for detennining various settings (Fig. 3, operation panel 300) (fol. 4, lines 
20-39). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have combined the teachings of Chrisop with the teaching of Yamada 
to allow a user to set the control operation of the copy machine 

9. Regarding Claim 2, Chrisop et al teach an image processing device, wherein 
said operation unit comprises a destruction designating unit for demanding said image 
data destruction unit to destruct the stored image data (Fig. 1, S135, automatically 
overwrite copier memory with bit mask) (page 3, paragraph [0031]). 

10. Regarding Claim 3, Chrisop et al teach an image processing device, wherein 
said image data destruction unit destructs a related information required for processing 
the image data together with the image data stored in said image data storage unit 
(image data is overwritten) (page 3, paragraph [0031]). 

1 1 . Regarding Claim 4, Chrisop et al teach an image processing device, wherein 
said operation restricting unit comprises a function to restrict the operation for 
processing the image data (page 2, paragraph [0017]) (concealing information stored in 
at least one memory) (page 5, Claim 1). 

Chrisop et al fail to teach an image processing device, displaying information 
related to the restriction on the display of said operation unit. 

Yamada et al teaches an image processing device, displaying infomiation related 
to the restriction on the display of said operation unit (message of "this document 
cannot be printed" is displayed on liquid crystal display) (col. 7, lines 16-26). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have combined the teachings of Chrlsop with the teaching of Yamada 
to display the printing restriction message on the display of the copier. 

12. Regarding Claim 5, Chrisop et al fail to teach an image processing device, 
wherein said operation unit comprises a function to cancel the restriction by the 
operation restricting unit provided to the operation for processing the image data when a 
predetermined operation has been verified while said operation restricting unit is 
restricting the operation for processing the image data. 

Yamada et al teaches an image processing device, wherein said operation unit 
comprises a function to cancel the restriction by the operation restricting unit provided to 
the operation for processing the image data when a predetermined operation has been 
verified while said operation restricting unit is restricting the operation for processing the 
image data (retrieval of control operation) (col. 7, lines 31-34). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have combined the teachings of Chrisop with the teaching of 
Yamada to allow a user to override the printing restriction. 

13. Regarding Claim 6, Chrisop et al teach an Image processing device comprising: 
an image data storage unit for temporarily storing an image data to be processed to an 
image data storage region (Fig. 1, S1 10) (store image data to copier memory) (page 3, 
paragraph [0031]); an image data destruction unit for destructing said image data 
storage region (Fig. 1, SI 35, automatically ovenwrite copier memory with bit mask) 
(page 3, paragraph [0031]); an operation restricting unit for restricting storage of an 
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image data to be newly processed and the operation for processing the image data 
when said image data destruction unit destructs the stored image data (physical 
destruction to prevent access to an entire optical memory) (page 2, paragraph [0016]). 

Chrisop et al fail to teach an image processing device comprising: an operation 
unit with a display for determining various settings; and a notifying unit for notifying the 
completion of destruction of said image data storage region by said image data 
destruction unit to a predetermined specific right holder. 

Yamada et al teaches an image processing device, comprising: an operation unit 
with a display for determining various settings (Fig. 3, operation panel 300) (fol. 4, lines 
20-39); and a notifying unit for notifying the completion of destruction of said image data 
storage region by said image data destruction unit to a predetennined specific right 
holder (LCD displays the print condition currently set in digital copy machine, and the 
internal status) (col. 4, lines 31-39). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have combined the teachings of Chrisop with the teaching of Yamada 
to notify the user when the data erasure is complete. 

14. Regarding Claim 7, Chrisop et al fail to teach an image processing device, 
wherein said notifying unit enables a notifying condition to be selected. 

Yamada et al teaches an image processing device, wherein said notifying unit 
enables a notifying condition to be selected (operator depresses touch panel to input 
the print condition) (col. 4, lines 31-39). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have combined the teachings of Chrisop with the teaching of Yamada 
to allow a user to set the control operation of the copy machine. 

15. Regarding Claim 8, Chrisop teach an image processing device, wherein said 
notifying condition of said notifying unit is selected between an output using a printer 
function and an output performed by transmitting a notification image data via a network 
(present invention adopted for use with any digital document processor) (page 4, 
paragraph [00414]). 

16. Regarding Claim 9, Chrisop et al fail to teach an image processing device 
wherein said notifying unit outputs a notice corresponding to a selected notifying 
condition when all areas of said image data storage region of said image storage unit 
have been destructed completely by said image data destruction unit. 

Yamada et al teaches an image processing device wherein said notifying unit 
outputs a notice corresponding to a selected notifying condition when all areas of said 
image data storage region of said image storage unit have been destructed completely 
by said image data destruction unit (LCD displays the print condition currently set in 
digital copy machine and the internal status) (col. 4, lines 31-39). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have combined the teachings of Chrisop with the teaching of Yamada 
to notify the user of the erasure of image data. 

17. Regarding Claim 10, Chrisop teaches an image processing device, wherein said 
image data destruction unit comprises a function to destruct a related information 
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required for processing the image data together with the image data stored In said 
image data storage unit (image data is overwritten) (page 3, paragraph [0031]). 
1 8. Regarding Claim 1 1 , Chrisop teaches an image processing device comprising: 
an image data storage unit for temporarily storing an image data to be processed to an 
image data storage region (Fig. 1 , S1 10) (store image data to copier memory) (page 3, 
paragraph [0031]); and an image data destruction unit for destructing said image data 
storage region unit (Fig. 1, S135, automatically overwrite copier memory with bit mask) 
(page 3, paragraph [0031]). 

Chrisop et al fails to teach an image processing device comprising: an operation 
unit with a display for determining various settings; and a notifying unit for notifying the 
completion of destruction of said image data storage region by said image data 
destruction unit to a predetermined specific right holder. 

Yamada et al teaches an image processing device comprising: an operation unit 
with a display for determining various settings (Fig. 3, operation panel 300) (fol. 4, lines 
20-39); and a notifying unit for notifying the completion of destruction of said image data 
storage region by said image data destruction unit to a predetermined specific right 
holder (LCD displays the print condition currently set in digital copy machine and the 
internal status) (col. 4, lines 31-39). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have combined the teachings of Chrisop with the teaching of Yamada 
to allow a user to set the control operation of the copy machine and notify them when 
the operation has been completed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/600,838 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2625 

Conclusion 

19. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Satwant K. Singh whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7468. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8am - 
4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David K. Moore can be reached on (571) 272-7437. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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